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ABSTRACT
One purpoie of this study was to examine the adequacy

of existing policies regarding the provision of textbooks 4.n a large
suburbaa school district., Another purpose was to determineuthe cost
of meeting a proposed standard for textbook availability, namely,
that every student should be provided with copies of the texts he or
she uses, in all basic academic subjects. Data were gathered from two

. sources: a survey of teachers and administrators in a sample of 25
schools and an analysis of expenditures for textbooks and other
instrmctional materials. Results shoved that needs varied sharply -by
both grade level and subject matter, with the greatestneeds found at
the middle or junior high school level. The study also provides'
descriptive,information on' textbook usage for' classrocm rod
cut-of-classroom experiences Re well as data on the need for
supplementary materials. Fxtensivt tables are included and the
appendix offers an alternative cost analysis my a summary of"
finditgs. (Author/LD)
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SpCUTI.VE SUMMARY

In Mardh, 1979i.the Department of Educationil'Accountabili (DEA) con-

ducte4 a stu'dy designed to provide ft estimate of the.co of meeting a'

;proposed standard for textbook,availability:

Every student should haps his/her own copies the texts,

he/she uses in a1,1 basic academic suOjects;

Information was gathered from two sources: a survey of the teachers

and administrators in a balanced sample of 5 schools which was.desigued

to identify botk usage patterns and oerc ved needs relating"to instruc-

onal miterialth and (2) an'analysis -FY78 expenditures.foetextbooks

and other instructional materials.

The results of the bRst analysis e summaiized below:

- o Using the asdimiptions et forth in the report, the total value of

the textbook invent needeeto meet the proposed standard in the

basic academic su ects is'$5._244.842.

o Depreciating. rdback textbookson a'straight1ine basis over five

years smd erback ttxts on a straightline basis overtwo years,

the.valu of the present inventory of texts in the basic academic

subjec is $1:494049.

.
.

9 By ubtracting the value of the present invenhory from the value

the inventory _ needeA to meet the proposed standard, the value

of the additional inventory needed to meet the proposed standard

rn".is $3.750.593.' .-

.- .-
/

i

o Beeauie MCPSAusOteplace depreciated texts at the same time that

it will be attemOting to increasi the size of the textbook'inventoryv

the total Ohst of reaching the proposed.rindard is substantially

more titan the value of the needed additrkal inventory. Specifi-

-., .

cally,Mthe cost.of building the inventory to the re4uired'lever

ovez, a period'of five years is $1,528,686 per year. To then ,sustain,

the Inventory at the destred.leveliwill cost $1,363.660 per year
Y .

thereafter.

It must be stressed that the above,cost projections ate based upon a series

of assumptions relating to the'matuer in which the number of texts students

tiered in'different subjects was estimated; the manner in which depr4ciation

was computed; the thanner in which inflation and enrollmet trends were

treated; the way Asts 4ere compute4; and the manner in which the possibility

'of teachers sharing,materals was tieated. Changes in ny of the assumptiOns

which were used could markedlY affect-thd cost estimate and, in several

places, the retort indicates the probable effects of adop Wes conflicting

assumptions. It also must be emphasized that the.projected costs relate

only to expenditures for the basic academic subjects coming from the '01

'Textbook Accoutit. Since expenditures film text, in these-subjects have

typically'consumed about 90 percent of this accounto it sAould be assumed

that the total cost of adopting the proposed standard will be from 5 to 10

percent higher than the estimates provided above.

"

.*



The textbook study'alsolvieldhd ussiful,fiddingi relating te,textbook costai
. usage pattern*, and perceived needs. Among these were the following:

V. 4

o The total cost of the texts rieeded by tirdents for all of
academic pubjects are as follows: .

j

elementary ibhool - $ 28.84 .per student
middle/junior' high school - 100.13 pei student,
senior high school 513.65 per student

o Social tudies and science share threNistinctions. They are the a

subjectiin which:

Teichers lnd administrators think the most additional
texts are needed.

Textbooks most rapidly became outdated.

.. The cost of texts are the highest._ _ . .

o At all grade'levels in MCPS, a multitext.approach predominates;

,o Significant numbers of tea6her*, especially ai the elementary
lexpl, do not use texts in teaching .the'basic academic subjects.

o. Workbooks and ictivity kits are used almost universalt
f

y acioss
all subjects andgrade levels. However, their use is the
greatest se the elementafy level.

o Many teachers report wanting additional copies of texts they
.

already have, and'copies of textbooks.other than those they
presently have. 7

'Where additionall.copies of texts,pey already have are wanted,
teachers reported that Orovidingthem with additional copies
would:

Improve the quality and/or variety of classroom
instruction.

Reduce e use ofsupplementary materials.-
. u

Where,new series were requested, the qualitfes most desired were:

.. Better homework activities.

More complete coveriage oitAopics.

Mbre up-to-date material.

Loyer reading. levels (junior/sen 6ihigh only).ii,
.

!II,, .

Exhibit 1 surainarizes textbook Reeds and costs for meeting the proposed
standard. . It does not include'the calculated value of the preseni
inventory. Exhibit 2 shows the four key assumptions upon which the
costincexercise 4se based.

s.
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Exhibit 1

Preliminary Estimate of-Coets
to Meet PropOSed Standard'

.

Elementary'

Costa Per Stu
Sedior HighMiddle/Junior Rig

i-m7g-l-i-s;;i:-nguage Arti

(includes Reading)'
0

# R - 1.23

0 P - 0.93 '

# H - 3.04
P - 2.79

H - 1.86
0 P - 4.23

1. ,

$ gm go

loot .

$ 12.42
. 107.91

$

%

12.97 -
104.0 '

Foreign Language # 8 - 1.08 # R - 1,14

' Al P u, 0.67 # P - 0.91

i
$ 10.34 $ 12.10

49.41 34.47.

Social Studies PH - 0.68 CH - 2.56 #.11 - 0.88

4 CP 0.39 # P - 2.95' # P - 1.48

$ 5.63 $ 39:97 $ 17.04

1001 - 103.a% 84.31

Matlienatica
#,H -: 1.25 # H - 1.51 # B - 1.09

# P - 0.47 # P - 0.05 # 7 - 0.21

$. 8.44 $ 12.22 $ 10.17

1001 96.11 77.77.

Science # H - 0.8i # H - 2.19 # B - 1.23

. .
# 7 - 0.31 # P - 1.13 # P -.0.97

$ 6.76 $ 29.27 $

1002 '97.0% 71 %

'

WEIGHTED PER PUPIL 28.84 $ 100.13 $ 53.65

' COSTS
.

?MPS FY80 Enrollment

.

)

Projections
45,817 22,39S 31,334

Projected System Cost
(Valuation of Present $1,321,362 $2,242,411 $1,681,069

Inventory not.Con-
iidered)

I

$1,321,362 $3,923,480

'

$5,244,842

# H average number,of hardbecki used by individual student

# P . average number of paperbacks'used by individual.student

$ inventory value of books needed to supply an individual student

% percent of students enrolled in courses in subject area (may exceed:100%)
0

Note: These represent colti for reaching,inventory goals for

the basic academic subjects only. these presently

consume about 9d% of the 01 Textbook Account.

3 J -



EXhibit 2 /
Key. AssuMptions Upon Whieh the Costin; Exercise Was:Based

ASSUMPTION #1: Assume, for eosting purposes, that the average nu Mber
of different texts.students are presently using 'in basic'
acedefflic courses is he best costing element'to represent,

. I demand. For .a.class atudying a belie academic subject,

[ DEMAND (# or' BOOKS INDIVIDUAL,STUDENT USES) x CLASS:ENROLLMENT
,

'ASSUMPTION-#2: In estimating the.é0st of booki:

a) the most, recent Prices should be used;
b) no 'allowance for inflation should be made;
c)

4
costs should be develoPed for broad subject areas

(reading/language arts/English, foreign langmages,
social studies; mathematics, science) within type
of school (elementary,'middle/junior high, senior
htgh); And

d) costs of different media, in this case.hardback books :
. and paperback books, should be treated separately.

, ASSUMPTION #3:' The colt analysis should,not assume.that texts will be'
shared betWeen classes..

ASSUMPTION #4: c-In determining the value of the present MCI'S textbook
inventory, hardback books should be depreciated owe
straighxline basis over five yeirs and paperbacks ehould
be 'depreciated on a straightline basis oyel two years.
Hardback books purchased prior to FY76, in-,81 paperback
books purchased prior Lo FY79 should be valued at zero.

ASSUMPTION #5: Cost projections should not allow for changes across
. years due teprojected changes in enrollment or inflation.

4
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CHAPTER : INTRODUCTION.'
I

4

410

In March,'1979, Oe'Department of Educationa ccountability:(UEA) conducted.

an evaluation of textbooks and instructionaRmaterials needs in the MbntgoMery

County Public Schools (MCPS). The evaluation addressed a number-of questions

regarding current use of teXtbooks, workbooksi, and activity.kits; needs for

additional texts; and the costs of meeting textbook needs.. _The vbrpose of

this report is to present preliminary analyses of the findings -which wili

aid the superintendent and-fhe Board of Educationjn 'reaching crucial,

ima*diate policy and budgetary dicipiona. Futurereports will present more-

detailed analyses of the.findings,Ancluding information on relationships

between achievement and fextbook usage.

Backg,KUnd of the Study

In.theetings on November 14 and 27; 1978,-the Montgomery County Board of

Education dtscussed and adopted Resolution No. 807-78, "Request for Informa-

tion About Textbooks and Other Classroom Mate'ridls, and Requesting Development

of Board Policy." .0n January 9, 1979;- a research plan for assessing avail-

ability and usage of textbooks and supplementary materials in.MCPS was

presented .4o the Board of Education. On February 12; the Board'of Education

approved.the study presented by the Department of Education Accountability.

,

The textbook.study has aeveral complementary. purposes. First,.it determines

. the costs aseociated.withaeeting-one,specific standard of texbook avail-

abilif: that each child have hist/her o4n copies of the texts.he/she. used_
in basic academic-su jects. Second, it describes'existing patterns of

textbook usage andse ected aspects of instructional-practices. Thir.d, it

examines current needs; both quantitative and qualitative, for textbooks,

, as seen byteachers, princrpals, and department heads.

1.1

.Procedures

The study collected data-Iran two major sources: a survey ot schools and an

analysis of previous textbook-and instructfonal materials costs. The procedures

for each are described belOw.

SURVEY . 4

The stirvey was conducted in 25 Schools sampled randomly from across the county.

The school ikmOle, balanced for administrative areas, wa's stratified by type .'

of school (elementary, middle/Junior, and senior iiigh) and academic achievement '
. 1

as measured by the Iowa Teats of Basic Skills (ITBS). ,

I.

Three categories otsschool personnel were included in the survey: teachers,

'department head/resource teachers, and principals. iyhe teachers were asked

to fill.out a.questionnaire regarding practices and needs in selected subject

Matters. Department chairmen/resource teachers in the middle/junior and senior-

5.
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C *M. 1..

.---.
High-schoorWWere asked to fib'. out anothermuestiOnnaire covering textbook.

Orderintanil selection praCiices in their subject artas.PAncipais were

interviewed,.to gathtir,a broad, overall picture of eath'schobl, its needs,

and-practices.va

. 4
. ,

, a V' .

. .ANALLYIVfi'OF,C0iT$
,

.
, ., .(. 1

1 .,. p s.. r J

? ,.. To'compleMent the schccol-sdrverand asiess its budgetary implications, per'
-. ...:ounit cpsts.for-Oextbooks aftd materialS of.instruiction were determined. To .

gather"thc-daia,. the evenditures.ofikOlontgOmery-Coutity $chool_SysteM-for
.

,., TY78 (thv vlatest !year 4sisr vihich gomplete Tata ate -.available) were examined.. ;
.for- the, two .budgd aCciiunti--textbookS (account 4400l): and materialteóf iistfu,c-

. tioii"- (account. #04).15:These: adc9untg .inclu}le' the fallowing ,tyhe of itams: .,. - ,.. N4 k .
. , . ..

..
-.7 . . . .., t . ,,, 7 * ," ' i .,,: ..

.

. %TextbOdki:..-textbooks irowite.apprilveelistb.plus supphemenfary.,
.

. .
.

' mate0.a1á corretaied:wirth.tHbse.a0proved.texts:suchr.as filmatrips, .

-,..-.1 records, tapes, kfts, tr4nsparedcies., workbooks., dittp masters, '

4 ?!/

v.
. manuals.; teachef guides, answer books,(solutio4.keys, practice :4y. .-

sets, tests, programmed'sappleMeUiand'shorthand dictionaries..
,

. :. . .

Materials\reInstruction: Printed inktruCtiorial m4tberia1s such as
filmstrips, tapes, and activity kits, andl full vine of non-print :

inbtructional materials ana'supplies puch,as4balance beams, ?14,ers, ,

sponge:palls, glsss tubing, binders, blotters, clip boards, blac

. board pointers, pencil sharpeners, staplers; crayoni, ap# pencils..
t

From these accountswestimatei of per unit costs were determined for ellch

major instructional item. The instructional items of.central interese
owere textbooks (hardback an1t paperback), workbooks, and activity kits.
The estimates were gathered'hy school level, and where possible,,subject

matter. Two baeic proceduresogere used.to derive the per unit measures,
depeading upon the'form in-which Information was avaiPable. For textbooks,
where purchase Information was.computer accessible, all orders for FY78 in,.
the textbook account were examined. For workbooks and activitflcits,.it"fr'

'was necessary to examine a random sample Of purchase.orders to-obtain in

estimate of system costs. ,

-

4
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CHAPTER'II: GgNERAL DESCRIPTIVE FINDINGS

e General descriptive'findinss are presented below for three areas:
,

\, o Current usage patterns

o Additional needs for texts

at

90)

o Costs for textbooks and instructional. materials

'Current Usage Patterns
.

Fob

-,Teathers in the survey mere asked about their current practices regarding use
'of textbooks and instructional matetiats. This information was gathered to
provide gdneral descriptions of current practtces and specific information
required for the development of projected cost estimates. Responses for

-0, selected items m111 be discussed here.. Specifically, these data on current
uvage are'presented for:

.

Number and variety of materials used tn basic academic areas,
,

o' Homework practices,' arid

o Apross year correlatidns in textbooks used.

e
./

NUMBER AND VARIETY OF. MATERIALS USED

. . .

Teachers mere 4ked to indicateithe types of materials uied in de/ivering ,

,instaction in eir subject areas. Specifically, usage patterns regarding
text oks (hardback and paperback), workbooks, andvactivity kits were examined.
Exhibits 1, 2, and 3 present.their responses.

,

The data show that hardback texts are widely used by teacherg at the middleljunior
high and senior high school levels. At the elementary level, however, the
use of hardback textbooks is noti as frequent. For reading/language arts,
the percent of teachers who do not,use hardback textbooks ii 22.4i.for social
studies, 58.5; for mathematics, 37.3; and for science, 35.4. Where hardback
textbooks are used by'teatherst amultitext approach predominateS and
individual students use moretffan one textbook during the school year.

The exhibits also show that workbooks and activity kits are used almost
universally by teachers across grades and subjects and that' two to three
activity*kits are used per class. tDeviations from this generalization ,are
found only for social studies at the elementary andsenior,high school levels
and mathematics at the eenibr high level. 'The finding that teachers make such
extensive use of workbooks nd activity.kit, is not surprising.; It is oT interest,
howevei, to investigate'why this is so. ,In the survey, therefore, teachers
were spfcifically,asked whY worOooks mere needed. Exhibit 4 presents the
teachers' responses.

3
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Ekhibit 1
.

Percent of Teachers Using Hardback pooks, Paperback'
Books, Workbooks, and Activity Kits at. Each ,

School Level.and Average NUmber Used

v-

,

.

.

.

Elementary

Middle/Junior

Senior
4

.

0.

.

'

.

.

Hardbacks
....

Paperbacks .

._

,

Workbooks

.

'Activity Kits
i

% of
Teachers

Using

Materiala

Average
Number
Used

,

% of
Teachers

,* Using

tOterials

Average
Number
Us4d

% of.
Teachers
, 'Using

Materials,

Average
Number'
Used

,

% of
Teachers
Using

Materials

.

.

Average
Number
Used

65:0

91.7

86.8A

.

2.32

2.61

1.98

30.9

.54:2

,

56.1
.

.

1.59 A

2.00

2.59

83.7
.

97.0 .

864 ,

1.59

2.00

2.59.

.

96.9

.97.0

91.2

.

3.50
.

.

2.70 .

3.40
.."

I.
ft.
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Extibit 2
aell

Percent of Teachers teporting Using Each Type of Material
by School Level and Subject Matter

\

.

.
.

.

4

English/Language
Arts/Reading.

.

.

Elem.

. -

Hardbacks

.)

Paperbacks

Parcent,Mging

Elem,

Workbopks

..

.

.

Activity Kita
Mid/

Jr.
.

Sr.

.

Elem.
_

Mid/

Jr. Srt

Mid! -

. Jr.
_

...

Sr. Elem.
.

mid/

Jr.
.
Sr.

77.6

, .

83.0 81.8 40.3 78.7 87.9 86.6

.

95.5 86.4

..

97.1 96.0
,

87.5

Foreign Language - 91.7 954. - 41.7 61.9 - 100.0 '93.7 -' 106.0 100.0

Social Studies 41.5 92.3 51.9 24.5 '82.1 52.5 66.6 10010

..

66.6 97.1 92.9 100.0

,

Mathematics 62.7 100.0 97.7 28.9 5.1, 14.0' -84%6 92.9 66.6 02.3
,

100.0 100.

.

Science

.

,

,

-65.6 93.5 100.0

,

18.9 48.4 48.6 80:0 100.0 93.7

..

100.0

.

100.0 0.0

1.
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Exhibit 3 1

. I

Average Number of Textbooks (HaFidback and Paperback)

and.Workbooks- Used bY an Individual Student
'bylGrade Level and Subject Matter .

Suject Area
.

Efementary Middle/Junioi High Senior High
.

,

English/Language Arts.

(includes Reading) -

i.

H - 1.13
P - 0.93
W - 1.93

..,

,H - 3.04
P - 2,79

W'- 12.83

H - 1.86
P - 4.23
W -1.77

.

Foreign Language
.

.
.

-
.

:

H - 1.08
P - 0.67

W - 1.20
.-:

H - 1.04
P - 0.91
W - 1.18

-

Sociftl Studies

.

I

H - 0.68
P - 0.39
W - 1.11

-

H 2.56
P -;. 2.,95

W - 1.91
.

4

H - 0.88
P - 1.48

W - 0.78

.

Mathematics H - 1.25 ',.

P.- 0.47
W - 1.13

H - n51
P.- 0.05
W - 1.50

H - 1.07
P - 0.21
W -. 1.33

f
Science

. .

H - 0.89
P r, 0.31

W ,.. 1.20

.

2.19

,P - 1.13

W - 2.10

.

,.

H - 1.23
P - 0.97
W - 1;31

.

H. hardbacks
P = paperbacks
W = workbooks

0

9

,14



Exhibit 4,

'Reasons for Use of Vorkbooks:' Percent of.

oo°
Sample Teachers Choosing-Each_Alternattve Rationale

to

Provides in-class.aFtivities not in text

WOrkbook.supplements.text

Piovides informat6n not,in text

Provides homework activities not in text

Text supply is inadequate

Percent

Awl

65.6.

65..6

44:2.

24.8.

7

2ir ,

4.

A

ow-.

;4\



The datashow that the most prevalent reasona selected for Using workbooks ,

relate to theii utility as a supplement to.fhe b'sic classroom text. It is

'aIso clear fhat workbook use does not.suggesi that the supply of textbooks

is inadequate, but rather that.the content. of the te.stbcioks may be so. In

addition, while workbooksliire primarily Selected because 'pf their contribu-.

tion to in-class activities', about one.fourth,of the4sample indicated that .

they were useful in providing homework assignmenter-
.

HOMEWORK PRACTICES

Several questiOns regarding homework practices were included in the survey.

pats to be reported here focus an tAree'isiues--frequency.,of homework

assignments.An a selected subject, materials used in homework assignments

in.fhis subject,.and a quadY bf the current textbook supply for homework
assignments.' Exhibit 5 resents.data on the frequency of homework assign-

mentsn A single subjec by type.of Instructional materai l.
.

These eihibits show that considerable variation exists In the frequency of

hOmework assignments., although very few teachers'(2 percent) do not assign

.`such-work using at least one of the materials mentioned. Hardback textbooks

and worksheets are the mobt frequently used for thisAyurpose and, on the

average, assignments in a subject area Are given approximately once a week,

using each .of these-mterials:
4

In response to questions'concerning textbOok supply, teacher reports indfcate

that an adequate'supply of textbooks exists for such assignments, with 70

percent indicating that the sUpply provided was'sufficient for homework to .

be assigned to6an entire class, and 88.8 percent indicating that the supply -

provided was Nlifficient for assignment of 'homework to instructional groups.

ACROSS YEAR CORRELATIONS AMONG TEXTBOOKS USED

The extent to which textbooks from the same seri s or publisher are used

across grades in the same sphool.was also. examine To investigate this

question, teachers and prinCipals were asked to assess the degree to which

books used in their subjects correlate from.year to year (i.e., are part of

the same teft aeries, are written by the same author,' or published by the

same publisfier). Exhibit 6 preseAts the rehponses for teachers.

.

The data ind cate that substantial correlations do exist in some areas but
there are el arly differences by both.grade and subject matter. Year to

year correlations for mathematics are generally high, especially at the,
elementary and junior high levels. Correlations.are low for%social studies

except at the juniorhigh level, And elementary social studies appears to

pose'special problems. While relatively low-figures are.also faund for

ieveral subjects at the senior high*evel, interpretation of this finding

isIdifficult,as it is not.clear that the program of stiudies at this level

requires the same degree of across year coordination as at the earlier grades.
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Exhibit 5

Mean Frequency* of Homework Assignments in a Sige
Subject Area Using Each Tnstructional Material,..

,

Material

,

l

.

Grade LevplY
'Elemttary

'' ...

Middle/Junior
4

Senior
.

e

Hardbacrk

Paperback

Workbook

Worksheet

.

.

.

\

,

2.24`

1.16

1.22

1.92 .

6

3.52

1.57

1.39

2.84

.--\.

.

3.67
.

1.97

1.25

2.38 .

.

.*
1 . Never

P2 = Less frequent than every 10 days

3 = Once.a week to 10 days.

4 = Every two to three9,days

5.= Four or five days a week

4

9

4.

.9

9

4



*

- Percent of Respondents Within Grade Level and
.Subject Indicating Year to Year;

. Correlation of-Textbooks Used

. .

,

. .

,

;Knglish/Language Ar63.
(includes Reading) .

. ,

Elementary

. .

WalelJunior High
%

.

,

Senior High

72.7

.

.

.

.

75:0

.r i

p

,-

56.7'

.

..

Foreign Language

:
- -

.

90.0
,.., ,

.

90.5. . .

tocial Studies 26.4 64.0

,

. 42.0

Mathematics

.

75.4 Jo
.

,
69-.8

,

, ,-

Science
.
,

57.8
. 11

.

50.0

,

.

4.5

t

1k.
10

5,

. e

a-

s
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.Additiona Needs

I.

a

I.

,..

The surveralso looked at additiOndil needs for textbooks. "Need" was

defined in two wayinedd for a4ditio4lcopies of texts currently in use,

/ .

. and.need for additional series not presently used. EXhibit 7 presents the
,

.findings for the overall sample'.
. .

4

.
. .

These data show fhatrimany teachers rwort Wanting some additiont textbooks.
- ..

.

. While the Ned is somewhat greater-for.new textbook spries (po tive Ilesponses.

.
,

ranging ftom 36.2 percent to 51.0.percent of the teaChers s eyed), intereat ..

in obtaining additionaPreplacement copies of cirrentl.yused series is.also .

present (pos4ive resOnses ranging from-21.9 percent tO 36.6'percent),

... .e ,
r.

i
Estimates of'need by grade lever-aid subject matte0also reveal some inter-

,

estinvpatterns. EXhibits 8 and,9 present theSe data...- ..-: , .

t.

a For the subjects, considered--the basic at cademic subjects--th reatest need .4.'.

for texts s consistently reported for science and social.studier. Awill .

be pointedtout in the next.section of this report, these'also are the ubject .

areas in which texts are the most costly. ,

A need,for additional/replacement copies of English/language arts/reading .

texts was also reported at fhe senior high level. For hew textbook series,

needs were reported for mathematics texts at fhe elementary.leveland English/

4 language artskeading at fhe senior high level-.

Principals', department heads' and resource teachers' reports were gate

similhr. ey indichted fhe following:
9

o Ba 1 and supplementary social studies texts are needed at la

levels
,

io So4nce texts are needed in.the elementary, middle/junior high, and

hilOschools; and supplementary science texts are needed at the-

.elementary and junior high levels ..

o English/language arts texts are needed .at the elementdry

high.levels; ii addition, for the elementary students, more

spelling texts are desired

o Mathematics texts are need in the elementary and senior high schools.

itMany,reasons were given'for needin 'additional textbooks or striei. Exhibit.10

presents the.tedcher responses. direi half-the teachers wanting additional

.textiofelt tHat ncreased text availability would improve the 'quality or

variqipy of clas oom'instruction and that the need for supplementa1 materials

cod114e reduced. A little over one-third also felt that additional copies

of texts would,reduce teacher preparation time and permit increased homework

assignments.

1The numbers may be an underestimate of need because teachers who-are

not at present using textbooks were not asked to indicate needs for additi6nal

cOpiea of books ot new textbook series.
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Exhibit 7

.e"" ^

Ilef3orEeli Textbook keeds

)

_f

-Grade Level

' Percentlianting
Additional-Cópieft

of Series'
_Presently' in Use

.Ayerage

Number' of Sdries,

; Needinis Additional

'Copi4 f

AvAgage
Number of
Copies

/
,Elementary

Midd1e7Aulor

Snior
.

.

,

.

.

36.6.
.

21.9

.
36.6

,

.

.

1.83
,

,
.

2.28 ,

2.22

.

11.98

16.97

17.85.

(
.

.
,

w

.

.
,

.

:Percent Wantfng
'.. Series Not
Presently Used

.

.

Number of Series
Needed

.

.

..

Number of
Copies

.

.

-,

-Elementary

Mi4d1elJp.al<

Senior'

.

..

l
51.0

.

36.2

63.9

'.

1.95

2.00

.

1.99

,

16.31

24.86 .,

22.25
.

.

I I

12
25
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Exhibit

- Percent of Teacberg Indicating a Need''

.Fcc Repiaceneht/Addttional COpies of.
Currently.Ustd Series _

- gc

\ .

.

. Elementary'

.
.

Middle/Junfor Senior TotAl'
, .

English/Language Arts/

Reading 34.2% 22.7 % 63.9 7. 46. 2 7.

Foreign Lang9age 9.1
1

19.0 , 15.6
,

Social Studies 55.9 , 22.2 35.5 371k,

Mathematics Ji 35 7.7 11. 6 20.4

Science 28.9 . .. 43.3 31.4 34.0

. .

.

A

a

p. '



- Uhibit 9
t

Percent of Teachers Indicating a Need 4i

For Nei Textbook'Serles,by Grade and:Subject Matter
4 .12

,

4

. ..

:

English/Language Arts/

, Reading

Foreign Language

Social Studies ..

,

Mathematics
.

.

Science '

,'

v

,

.

NA:5.0.

Elementary Middle unior
.41

Sen.4.0.r) Total

46.1%

.

64.7
.

7.4

.

25.07.

36.4 ,

....

47.2

20.2

50.0 ,,

,

54.27.

, 42.9

61.3

.

.

'20.9

40.0

v

41:.0%

40.6

57.4
4 ,

37.3

45.6

a

aat

"I

14

.. I
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gxhibit 10 ,

.,Reasons for Wanting kiditional Copies
of Currently Used.TeXts-.

Improve quality of class instruction
1

Reduce supplementary. materials

Improve variety of class instructlon
re\ . A

Reduc 1\ preparation.time
,

Increase homework

Reduce time on A unit

Other

Reduce the frequency of assignments
requiring use of library

S/
Decrease homework.

Percent Selecting Reason

63.0

55.0

51.5

38.0,

37.5

23.0

22.0

A 13.5

3.0

QUaiity Desired in Additional Texts

S. <

Setter homework,activities

More complete coverage of topics .

More up to date material

Lower reading level

More relevant

Bktter written

Better illustrations

.More'homework assignments.

Higher reading level

Other

Briefer coverage of topics

58.2
. t

. 55.0

53.1

47.6

40.0

,37:0

30.0

31.5

\\"20:5

11.4

5.1

is

r.
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8.

Where new series wereasked for, the reason host frequently.given was to pro-.

vide better homework activities: Changes in ehe content of texts also was

rated as sxtrehely desirable. Over 50 percent of the teachers indicating a

need for neW series indicated that they womp like.material which is more up

0 to date or has a more complete coverage of topics. This is consistentwith

the findings reported earliersthit workbooks are frequently used because they

provide material not available in'existing texts. Principals, department

heads and re8ourc,e teachers"also pointed out that the introduction of new

programa such as the Instructional System in Mathematics (ISM), as well as othe.

curricaluM change , has reaulted in some texts no longer adequately meeting I

current instructional needs.- ,

Another frequently selected reason for wanting new aeries was to obtain books

,with lower readtag levels. Almost 50 percent of the teachers felt this was

desirable and principala'reinforcedthis need, The major problem, accórding

to the principals' reports is at ihe middle/junior and senior high levels,

where existing textbook series do not meet the needs of loW achieving students.

tf,

4 °
4.

t
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Costs 00extbOoks and Instructional Materials,

RaW cost data were gathered for two,budgetary accoutits: the textbook

Account and instructional materials account. Budget allodations for these

aieas over the last five_years are shown in Exhibit 11.

Per unit costs Were determined for hardback and paperback books', workbooks,

and activity kits,..using the expenditure data from one of these yeais; F08.
Highlights of these analyses are presented in'this section.

b

I
COSTS OF TEXTBOOKS

Exhibit 12 presents textbook costs py subject and level.

These data show that:

4

O The average per unit cost of.a b9ok issued at the elementary
level was $4.37 with averages sanging from $2.51 to $6.61 for

different subjects. 4ngli8h language arts/reading 'was the least

costly basic Academic area; scifride was the most costly.

o At the sedondary level, average.per unit cost was $5.87, with

averages ranging from .13 to $8.81. As in the elementary grades,

for the basic academic subjects, .English language arts/reading had
the lowest, cost; 4c1,ence had the greatest cost.

o The largest FY78 expenditures at the elementary level were in
English language arts/reading ($187,339); followed by mathematics
($108,443); social studies ($41,142)4 and science (139,848).

O At the secondaxy level, ye largest FY78 expeiIditures were in
science ($136,738); English language arts/readitg -($132,582);
mathematics ($103,538); and social studies ($99,705).

O About twice as many books were issued at,the secondary level
(193,395) as at the,elemdfitary level (94,442).

WORKBOOKS

Textbook Arcount.

Exhibit 13 presents the cost analysis for workbooks charged to the textbook'

account by grade'level. Information was not available by subject area.

The data show that:
.

o The median costs for workbooks was $1.65 at the elementary level,,
$2.25 at the mid41e/junior high level, and $2.97 at the senior
high level.

1
17
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Exhibit' 11
4.S.

Budgets for'Textbooks and Instructional

Materia.ls Across a Five-Year Pericid

Fiscal Year. Textbooks OW
'Per Pupil

Allo&Ition

, P -

Materials of
Instruc'tiok(03)*

It
..-

Per Pupil
.

Allocation

FY 1975
Elementary
Middle/Junior
Senior '

---
,/

,

271,59,
217,199
257,356

,

.

4.98
6.52

4.0.2

,

..

719,615
542,360
663,968

i

,10.50

19.00
20.80.

.

. .

FY 1976'

.Elementaiy
Middle/Junior
Senior

.

319,141
249,199
281;825

6.08
7.95

4.90

.

Jr

.

.

869 861
, ,

685;868
810,312

.

'

.

,

. 13.96.
23.37
24.76

FY 1977 'r
Elementary
Middle/Junior
Senior.

.

354,939.

277026
324,)ti

-.7.30
9.54

9,54
.

.

889,449
783,066..

911,531

. .

-16.06
28.26
29.85,

gy 1978
Elementary
Middle/Junior
Senior

.
350,060
2991817
6126,680

.

.

7.30
10.54
10.54

1

.

.

03,551
791,682
965,194

*

.

.

-- 16.86
29.67
31.34 .

.

FY 1979
Elementary
Middle/Junior
Senior

.

403,321
312,334
'359,358

. ,

I.

,

'

'

,

.

7.81
11.26
11.26

.

855,220
148,484

1,027,463

.

.

.

17.42
30.0
32.41

FY 1980 (Proposed)

Elementary
Middle/Junior
Senior

.

630,295

447,900
626,680

,

:)

15.00

20.00
20.00

.

,

,

877;853

748,484
1,117,056

.

.
. .

19.16

33.71
35.65'

*Descriptions of what is purchased in these accounts'is inclu ed,on page 2.

41.

32
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Exhibit A,

Coate of aextbooks by Gra Level And Subject Area

For FT 8
t.

,

,

/ .

,
.,

,
,

Subject.

Number of
Books Issued

From the
Division
of SupPly

'management

.

Total Cost

,

i

,
.

Average Coat
.

.
.

.

Elementary

,

2

' 331

855
50,587

22,139
2,214 4.o)

l'i079'

7,766:
163

3,306

, /.

.

.

13.20
, 1,317.28
2,418.71

187,338.69
108,442.97
11,992.27
39,848.41
41,142.36

461:97
19,971.21

. ,

$6.60

3.98 ,

2.51

3.70
4.90
5.42

5.63
5.30

2.83
, 6.04,,

,

.

Art ,,,

Aealth'Education (
ESOL
English/Language Arts

Mat4ematics ,

Musiik_
Science
Social Studies '

Special Education ,

Reference Books

Tttsq. Element" ,,
4 442

,

$412,677.09 0.37
.

y

Secondary

2,269
428
605

38,095
875

4,571
396
986

2,800
13,259

220
262

15,513

13,753
253

.
229

4,305_

16,74853
.1,450.78
4,240.68

132,5830
3,051.5
27,003.
1,062.32
8,317.75
23,857.19
103,538.39
1,011.96

558.36
136,718.46
99,705.09
1,108.05

.

1,703.52
18.105.29

,

7.38 .

3.01

1..01

3.48
3.49

5.91

, 2.68

. 8.44

8.52

7.81
4.606

2.13
8.81

7.25
4.38

7.44

. .

Business Education . .

Art .

ku Driver 'Education
*.English/Langdage Arts

,

ES01,

Foreign Language

Health Education
Home Economics
IndUstrial Educatiod
hathematics
Music
Reading
Science
Sociak tudies .-

Special'Education
/,

Cooperative EducaM.onal
Program

Referente Books p
,

.

Total Secondary
.,

.

,

98,953 580,785.19

1

,4.13
..,,

$5.87

Toil Eimentary and Secondary
A

19 ,395

,

$993,462.28 45.14

19
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Exhibit 13

Purchasing and Cost Data on Workbooks-From
' the Textbook Account During FY 1978

, ,

Elementary Middle/Junior Senior K-12

Sample,

$ 10.70

.30
1

1.65

.

3.30

.45
-

2.25

,

$ 5.25

1.35

2.97

,

$ 10.70,

.30

1.74

......-

Highest Cost Item.
Iocluded in Analysis

,Lowest Cost Item ,

, Includedin Analysis

Median

I

Expenditures for MCPS,

$

,

,

.

555

7,186

$12,386.12

.

:39

. 709

$ 1,533.26

.

.

48
I

1,104
/

$2,968.0

,

.

.

613

8,65/

$16,311.48

(Estimated) .

Number of items ordered
,

Numbet of units ordered

Cost
,

20



o Far more purchases.for workbooks ocCurred at the elementary . .

. level than at other leveli. 'Out of the approximately $16,000
.apent on workbooks for the county,.,,oVer $12,000 Was spent at
the elementary level.

Instruc onal Materials Account

Thel:coits for workbooks purchased from the materials of instt:uction
account during FY78 parallea those fon the textbook account. Tfie data

reported in Exhibit 14 show that:

o The median costs of workbooks at all levels was $1.62 with a
low of 15 cents and a high of $9.95. Median costs were $1.55
at the elementary level, $2.10 at middle/junior high level,
and $2.40 at the senior high level.

. .

o Far more purchases were made at the elemdntary level than ai'
other levels. Out of ihe approXimetely $65,000 spenton Work-
books for the county, over $48,200 was at.the elementary level.

Out of the total expenditures of $81,884t.for workbook's, 80:1 percent'was
expended from the materialt of instruction account and.19.9 percent from
the textbook acCount. .

ACTIVITY KITS

Exhibit 15 prebents the cost data for activity kits. It'shows that:

o The cost of activity ki.ts decreased from the elementary to the
senior high school level, Median cost-per-kit *flues are $93
at elementary, $49.50 at middletjunior, and $38.50 at the
senior high levels.

o The range of costs forlats is mdremely large, extending from
a low of $2.50 to a hiih of $379.95.

"",

11.

o ' For the county, more money was spent for ki
for workbooks ($81,884).

o Again, the largest FY78 expenditures for the c unty.were,at
the eleMentary level ($67,510).

($98,027) than



Exhibit 14

Purchasing.ind Cost Data.on Workbooks From the

Materials'of InstruCtion Accountpuring F1.1918

Sample

.

Elementary

[

Middle/Jr. Senior

,

K-12

$ 7.29

. .41

1 55
-e

ilt,95

.15

2.10

$ 5.00.,

.45

*
2.40

.'

$ 5995

.1,5

1.62

, e
Highest Cost Item .

Included in Analysis

Lowest CostsItem .

, Included in Analysis

Median

.

Expenditures for

..

1,172

38,147

$48,205.39

0. 106

3,721

$6,285.47

,

.

.

166

3 522

$8,761.56

.

-
.

.

4.'

\ 1,500

47,426

$65,512.65

MCPS--,Estimated .

YI
Number of items ordered

,

Number of unii's ordered
,

.. Cost

erk

22 36

4
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Eghibit 15

PurchAsing(S d Cost Data on Activity Kits From the

Materials of struction Account'During ry 1978

ol

.

..,

0

,

.Sample,

E1ementary,MiddleJr. Senior

_

K-12'

. ,

_

Highest Cost Item
Included in Analysis

$ 379.95 $ 288.40 100.00

f(

$ 379.95

owest.Cost Item 4.50 2.50, . 5.56 , 2.50.

Incluaed. in Analysis 4

Median 93.00 49.50 38.50 74.00
4 .

.-

Expenditures for ,

.,

JMCPS-;.-Estimated

NuMber of items ordered - 431 - . 153 97 700
..

Nuiber .of units ordered 519 . 268 225 1,029

Cost $67,510.11 $19,894.79 '47,066.66 $98,027.06

Ak

Ij

5

4
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CHAPTER III: PROJECTED COST .OF MEETING A PROPOSED TEXTBOOK STANDARD

.. .

The primary objective of this analysis was to answer the folloWing question:?

What would be tAe project d cost of adopting for MCPS the following
standard: that each chilJ have his/her own copies of the texts he/she
uses in basic academic-su jects? ,

Asaumptions

The analysis presented here of prolected costs for meeting this standard
rests on a set of explicit assumptloons regarding answerb to the following

questions:

1. In 'latch basic academic aubiect. how many texts should be allocated
to each student for his/her exclusive use?

2. How can the per unit costs of different types of texts be deter-
mined?

3. Should it be assumed that books can.be shared between classes?

4.. What.assumptions should be made in relation to the value of texts
already in the schools?

This section presents the assumptions selected; provides A brief discussion
,of competing assumptions which might have been adopted; and indicates the
poteptial effect of these comp ting assumptions on the final outcome of the
costing exercise.

Question #1: qn each basic cademic iubiect, how manV books should.be
allocated to ea h student for his/her exclusive use?

7- This question addresses the definiti of demand to be used in the cost
analysis. 'Different assumptions which could have been adopted include the
following:

2It dhould be noted that the.phrasing of he proposed standard does
not call for students to be supplied with texts where the teacher has made
the decision to use other instructional media in lace of texts; and it
does not preclude students from being provided wit several texts for a
given subject. It.merely says that where an instruc ional decision has

been made to use batic texts as an integral part of th instructional
process in teaching a major subject, a student should h ve his/her own
copies of tOe books avaitable for use in class or at home without having
to share with anyone else.

24
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Alternative #1: Assume, for costting purposes, that eadh student
should be allocated one basic text, per year (eiemat-
tary) or per seiester (secondary), in every basic
academic subject for his/her exclusiVe use. Assume
further that this text need not be the same for every .

student in a class.
. ,

Alternative #2: Assume, for costing purposes, that the average number
.of different te34 students are presently using in
..basic academic courses is the best costing element to,
rspiesent demand.. For a class studying a basic 4
academic subject.

.

DEMAND 7. (# OF BOOKS INDIVIDUAL STUDENT US S) x CLASS ENROLLMENT
%

AlternatiVe #3: Assume, for costing pu ses, that asking teachers
how many texts they think they need for each.student
is the best indicator of demapdo :

. .

All three of these approaches have,their advantages and.shortdomings

1
The advantages of employing Alternative #1 ate that,it assumes an equal
minimum disiributioh of resources Across the system; it ensures that every
student has at-least one text tosuse in every basic academic subject; and
yet it does not require that every-student be assigned the same book. The

disadvantages of this aLternative are that it ignores the fact that there 3

is presently a wide variation in'the number of different basic texts used
by students in different subjects; and that it might seriously impede the
development of a true multitext approach, since ohe book per student would.

(1... probably prove insufficient to'support this strategy. Adopting Alternative
#1 would also.not recognize.thefinding, Eresented earlier-in this report,
that a significant portion of MCPS teadhefs are deliberately not using any
'basic textvith their classes; 'and it might tend to be perceived as
signaling disapproval of either this practiCb., or of the multii6xt Approach.

Alternative #2 assumes that the best indicator of demand is the number ot
different texts students ate Presently using in a given course; and that
if one multiplies the average number of texts used by single student by the
class enrollment, a realistic demand estimate is generated. ;1111s approach

has ehe advantage of being based "ih reality" since it uses actual data
relating.to present teaching practices in MCRS as the basis for the demand
estimate. Where it departs from'athe status guo 8ub8tant4.11y
increasing the number of copies that teachers will have of each the bookik
tkey.are presently using.

NON,.

To illustrate:. '1,"'1"

4
The data show that in ehe study sample, meAn stuCrent textbook usage
for high school mathematics was-l.09 hardback books and .21 paperback
books. Using this method Of forwasting demand, one Would then say
that if the avetage class size a high school math class wete 28
students, the theoretical textbook allocatkon for that class woad be:"

4
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1.09 hardback books'x 28 students 30.24 hard.:ck books

.21. paperback books x 28 students 441 s . erback'boOks

"

-It shOuld be emphasized that this is a t e retical allocation,- designed.for

use.in a costing algorithm. Adopticin of this alternative would not mean

that every high school math class would a*matically be allocated 30 hard-

-hack books and 6 Eaperback books. .11Ather, these Mures would become the

. basis for determining the total amount of'dollars needed to purchase high .

.
school math books.; and the allocation of those materials.would'be.the 4k

resObnsibility of indiv,idual administrators'and teachers who would do tEeir

est to ensure that an individr1 student's.needs moUld be met.

The primary disadyantage of this technique is that it assumes that the

resent Usage data.which describeb how many,books.a typical student,is now

using in.each subject represents a satisfactory situation. This may not

' be the case. .
As has already been discussed, present textbook utilization

in MCPS is far loWer An ehe elementary grades Plan in the secondary grades;

,and unfortunately there is no overwhelming evidence that indicates whether

this occurs by .choice (i.e., elementary teachers use far more workbooks and

A activity kits) or as a result of past allocation practices.

Alternative #3 has the highest degree 'of face validity since it would use

data, coming from individutl teachers, which reflect their opinions as to

what they need. Howe'ver, it also poses some difficulties. First, its use.,

would be viewed by some as tepresentipg "pie in the sky," since it

assumes a level of resources far above the.cAher two alternatives. Second,

there are severe methodhlogical problems encountered in poiing the questions

needed to gathen the prerequisite data since one needs to first ascertain

present usage using the type of questions posed fOr Alternative/2; then one

needs to determine what portion of the existing textS`the teacher would'..

really like to see replaced by new.deries; then one meds to determine he

number of additional.series the teacher would like to use; and finally onp,

needs to determine the number of copies of.each series which w6uld'constitute

the desired mix. A series of questions, many of which were discussed earlier,

were included in the questionnaires to permit this type of analysis,to be

attempted. The word "attempted" is used deliberately, since ehis analysis N

poses far more problems than wOuld the other two.
Af (

After reviewing the implications of using. the three alternative assumptions,

it was determined that the one with the-most advantages, and the fewest dis-

.
advantageswas the second. . This deciSion was based primarilY on two .-

factors: the costs resutting from using it fall in between the other two;

and it assumes that present,teaching practices in MCPS, vis-a,vis the

variety of materials an individual studentiwill use, are essentially

satisfactory. While it can be argued that seleceion &this alternative

will result in an underestimatpeof needs (since irdoep not ensure that

every student;has at least one text'and it does not allow for the fact that

some teachers may not have availabte to them at present the.i.rariety of texts

they really feel is necessary),these".argumentS. will-be crntered by those'..,

who feel that it represents an overestimate of needed resoutcés when com-

pared to the cost estimates that mould probably result from using Alternative

#I.. 3

3A brief anhlysis of the effect of using Alterhafive #1 in place of
Alternative #2 is contained in Appendix A.
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ASSUMPTION As .Assume, for.costing purposes,.that the aVerage
nusiber of.different textsstudents are presently,4

using in basio-academic.courses is the best.

cbsting elaitt to representdamand. For a
disdos stud)ting ebasid academic subjeci,

.DEMAND OF BOOKS INDIVIDUAL STUDENT usEs) x CLASS ENROLLMENT
4

p.

. Question #2: Pir can.the per pat costs 4-differene/tvoes of texts

s.

.
.

.1be determined? '

11L

In-examining different ways of 6omputing textbook.costs, die decision was

made to,inadde 4-E1 'many pertinent elbmepts as possible tnto the process by

which unit-prides were establishod fot/texti. .The following asIsumption was '

.
,ft

adopted:

.1
ASSUMPTION #2: 'In estimating the cost of books:

ft

a) the most recent prices'would beused;
'b), no allowance for inflation would be.made;
c) .costsvould be developed for broad subject 4

. areas (reading/language arts/English, foreign
languages, ;social studies, mathematics,
science) wtthin type of school (elementary,
middle/junior_high, senior high); and'

d) costs"of media, in this case flard-

back books a d paperback books; would be
treated separately.

Since the,most recent prlces.were.avallable, we felt.that their use would
be preferable tó using'an average of all:prices paid during the past 12

months for.a title, or.a-sisAlar composite measure. This was particularly

true.sinCe our pre*iminari examinatiOn.of'book cost trends showed-that
ipflation has not had a inuked effect on costs over the past year. In

fact, this'dbservation led po our deciding not to infkate our price est1nate
by.a 'factor which would reflect`the -probable prices during the next few I

years.. Evideptly yampetition within the industryhas kept the prices paid'
for large quantities of books fairly stable. Bowever, if prices shoUld

climb markedly andeif this rise is not offset by drops in enrollment, this
decigiOn may lead to costs being lunderestestimated by a significant amount.

The decisillp to gather precfse post eitimates for subject, grade level, and
media Comblnations,was a reflection of the previously discussnd variance
found in coati; between subjects,,media, and grade levels.

)

Quiaion #3: ,pould it be assuma;t4At books can be shared among
:0148s4p. ,/

4

..iet ,

eV
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If one assumes that in cases where a series is not used continuously in 4
classroom it is,possike to,use judicious scheduling to share setsAof books,
among more than one class, significant cost savings can be aocoplished.
However, adopting this assumption implicitly requires teachers to modify
their instructional approach in order to accOmmodate the constraint that a
series may not always be available when a teacher would really like tO Ust
it. In fact, it can be argued that adopting the assuiption. that vets of
books Should be shared between clfsses would'be counterproductive to the
thrust oT the proposed standarde and/or might result in maintenance of the
status quo. Given these considerations, the following assumption walo,
adopted:

at

ASSUMPTION #3: The cost analysis should not assume that texts
will be shared,among classes.

Question #4: What assumption shouldcbe made in relation to the value
of texts already in the schools?

It can be argued-that for a cost estimate to be developed which will
accurately. forecast the costs of raising the overall text inventory to the
point'where the proposed standard will be m , it is essential for.the.
value of the present book, invent ,r,rt e es ablished. Using this argument
leads-to the basic.costing unctfion :

COST OF MEETfNG STANDARD (DEMAND x UNIT COST) - VALUE OF PRESENT INVENTORY

The manner in which two aspects of this function, demand estimates and unit
cost estimates, are being defined have been discussed above. The remaining

problem is to'determine the manner in which the present inventory will.bi

There is2no uniformity of orkinion as to how long a textbook can be expected

to last. Personnel concerned with textbook purchasing and replentshment
within MCPS provided our staff with estimates of four-six years for a hard-
back book and one-two years for a.paperback book. A small set of publishers
contacted suggested that two-three years for a hardback book and one year

' for a paperback book were more appropriate. Realfiing that many texts in
MCPS are far more thansix years old, ai'id that many'paperba purchased
more than two years ago are still in use, a final assumption w developed: '

to-

ASSUMPTION #4: In determining the value of the present MCPS
textbook inventory, hardback books will be
d preciated on a straightlkne basis over five
years and paperbacks will be depreciated on a
.straightline basis over two years. Hardback
books purchased prior to FY76, and paperback
books purchased prior to FY79 wi.11 be valued
at.zero.

tr-
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Whilesra surplus value could hivielmeniPlated upon materials which exceeded
the depreciationperiod, this ifts'not felt to be desirable'given the facts
'that (1) many,otihese older books would be badly damaged; (2) othetsiwould
be obooletkvis-a-tvis theacontent;.(3) it would be nearly impossible to
verify the'inventory'vafue without physically auditing every school end'
addift0har,A0 t4.ipventory maintained by the warehouse; and (4) many of
the teachers rOponding to the survey indicated a.need for more recent and
relevant-MAtettals,

.

Overall Estimale of Cost of Adopting the Proposed Standard

The coot analysis activity followed the guidelines developed in the previous
section. Data collected from the sample of schools provided the demand data .

used to estimate the number of hardback and paperback books which individual
students' are presently using in different subject/grade level combinations.
Whdn these data were then linked to the uftit cost data obtained, from the
MCPS,purdhasing system, again byisubject/grade level combinations, the pre-
linlinaDcost estimate of meting the proposed standard Wa8 developed. That

' pieliminary cost estimate, which doeb not include an estimate ofthe value-
tion'of the-present inventory of texts, is included as Exhibit 16. It shows
thd projected cost,per student in each grade range, and the total projected ,

costs using the FY80 enrollment estimates.

.

'As shOwn-ift'Exhibit 16, if the'asedmptions used. in the cosi model are

.Accepted, the.following are the total values of the inventory needed to
sustaiwthe'proposed standard using the FY80 MCPS.enrollment projections:

-elementary .

.secondaty

t. tOtart-

.$4321,164
3,923486

$5,244,842

beemphasized that theSe figures represent only-the:value of the
.teXtbneedeUto.sustain ihe proposed standard in.what has been referred to.
.in th1s:*eportapthe-hasic-academic subjects. Since, historically,.these.

.-..subjects.have.consumed.about 90 pereent,of'the 01 Textbook Assount--with the
remaining funds going for pUrchase:in other subject areasIFT for some of
the workbook-purchases made each Oar, the total Value of the inventory which
would be needed would be Ail the range.of5.5 to 5.7 million dollars.

. Of,particular,interest in this exhibit are the analyses of the per pupil
inventory costs. These figures are particularly useful since they can be,
mul.W.plied.by.any set-of enrollment projections to arriveat estimated
costs for.different size populations. These weighted per pupil costs are:

elementary student . $ 28:84

middle/junior high student - 100.14
high school student - 53.65.

The reason for the extremely high value'for middle/3unior high school students
isthatthis-group.combines the high enrollment figures in basic academic
subjects of the elementary school, with the high per unit textbook costa of
the secondaty:school, As discuosed preViously, the low costsefof etementark
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Exhibit 16

,

4.

Preliminary Estimate of Costs
to Meat Proposed Standard -

..,, Elementary
Per Stud*

Senior High

/Costs
Middle/Junior High

Eliglish/Language Arts
(includes Reading)

H - 1.23
# P - 0.93

# H - 3.04
0 F..- 2.79

# H - 1.86
# P - 4.23

- $ 8.01 $ 12.42 $ 12.97

1007. )17.9%. 104.07.

Foreign Language ill H - 1.08 # II - 1,14

if P -.0.67 # P - 0.91
. t

ie b $ 10.34 $ 12.10

S.
49.47 34.41

Social Studies # H - 0.68 # H - 2.56 #.11 - 0.88

# P - 0.39 # P - 2.95 # P - 1.48

$ 5.63 $ 39:97 \`-- $ 17.04'

1001 103.87. 84.37.

MatbnMaties # H - 1.25 # H -.. 1.51 # H - 1.09
# P - 0.47 #N1: - 0.05 # P - 0.21

$ 8.44 $ 12.22 $ 10.17

,-.
1007, . 96.17. 77.77.

Science # H -,0.89 # H - 2.19 # H - .1.23

# P - 0.31 # P - 1.13 # P - 0.97
, .

$ 6.76. $ 29.27 $ 19.38
, 100% 97.0% 71.57,

,

WE1GHTE15 PER PUPIL 28.84 $ i00.13 $ 53.65
COSTS

-

--_-__

MCFS0110 Enrollmedt (
Projections 45,817 .22,395 31,334

Projected System Cost
(Valuation of, Present $1,321,362 $2,241,411 $1,681,060

Inventory not Con-
sldered)

,

..

$1,321,362 $,.3,923,480 .

1

$5,244 842 -

1

.3

4

H av*rage number of hardbacks uAed by individual-stoaent
P .average number of paperbatks used by Ind! !gloat student

$ inventory value of hooks needed to su an individual student

% perce0 of students enrolie in cours s in subject (may. exceed POOi)

Note:
*

Dfse represent costs'for reaching inventory goals for
the basic academic subjects only. These Presently

consume about 902 lf the 01 Te,xtbook.Account.

s-
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students probablripflects their teachers' reliance On other media such as

Aworkbooki and activity kitst.the lower per unit textbook costs, and the

past disparity between their textbook allocatiOns and those made to second-

ary school students.

It is also interesting to note that middle/junior:high school social studj.es

iS by far the most expensive program,with a per pupil entitlement of almost

.$40 being required.

Once the value oi the needed inventory is established, the next step is to

set a value on the existing inventery. The difference between.these figures

will then determine the amount of Additional funds which will be needed to

purchase the additional inventory which will be required to achieve the

prom.oed standard.

The analysis in which a valuation was placed upon.the present inventory is

ahown in Exhibits,17 and 18. As discussed ill the previous section, hardback

texts were depreciated over five years on a straightline basis and paper-.

backs were depreciated ovet two years.

As shown by these exhibita, 'the total vahation which is then placed

the existing inventory is $562,312 for the elementary school invent

$931,937 for the secondary school inventory.

In Exhibit.19, these values are subtracted from the required inventory .

values deptcted in Exhibit 15. In this manner, the total gap between what .

is needed, ahd what MCPS already has, 'is established. As shown in Exhibit 19

.3.75 millioh,dollars in additionalAnventory will be required if th'Oroposed

standard is to be met using the assumptions contained in this report.

Ahibits 24, 21, and 22 present an analysis of the investment which would

.(be required over .three, four, and five years, respectively, to bring the

textbook inventory to thepoint where the standard can be met. Those

exhibits provide two methods of funding the additional dollars: in increas-

ing amounts over the specified period, or in equal size,payments. If equal

size pa d be desired, the prerequisite budget allocations for the

specifia period would be as follows:

three years At $1,9634155 per year

four years at 1,691;836 pertyear

five years at 1,528,686 per year

6

4gain, this refiresents only ehe 01.Textbook Account funds which.would be used

.tor the basic academic subjects. Funding the other subjects and workbook needs

for all subjects which have come'from that incount in the past would require

that each of the figures be increased by about 10 percent.
k,

,

.
.

.

..,----

Also of intefest in these exhibits is the projection that, after the desiced .'.

level of inventory iS achieired in the majiir subjects, it will cost an

.
.estimated $1,363,686 per year, thereafter, to maintain the value of the

A inventory so that the standard will continue to be met.

41
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Exhibit 17

Valuation of Elementery ffmtbook Inventory

Year
.

Expenditures from
01 Textbook Account ,

FY79

FY78

FY77

FY76

403,321

mamo

354,939

319,141

,

Amount bied for
purchasinglIardcovir and

Paperbook Texts in Basic Subjects-/
Depreciation

Basis.
Preliminary.
Valuation.

Additional
Deduction fo
Paperbactr

358,956 80% 287,165. 6%

311,553 607. 186,932 217.

315,896 407. 126358 217.

284035' 207. , 56,807 217.

Final
'Value-.

tion

,

269,9 5 I.

147,676,

99,823

44.870;

TOTAL 562,31k

lUsing FY78 data-, it.is estimated that 87. of 01 Textbook Account expenditures are used to purchase texts in other
sUbjects, and 37. are used to purchase workbooks. Thus, 89% of t e funds ean be assumed to be used to purchase hardcove
and paperback texts in .the basic subject.

2
An estimated 21% of eleinentary expenditures went for purchasing paperbacks. For all Years ex t FY79, these musbe written Off entirely'. For FY79, an additional 30%'depreciation must be taken on the 217. of the tot&Lrepresenting

paperbacks. Thus, the additional deduction for F119 is 6%.

v
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Exhibit 18 N

Valuation of Secondary Textb ok Inventory

c

.

Year 101 Textbook Account Paperbook Texts in Easic4Subjeetaii
i

FY79 671,692 577,655

FY78 626,382 538,689
,

4Di77 602,837' 518,440

FY76 . 531,024, 456,681

Basis
,

807.

6

0%

20%:'

Expenditurs frmr Purchasing Hardcover and Depreciation Prelilari D uction foil Value-

A Umount sed for - %Aditional Final

Valuation aperbacks-) tion-

462,124

323,213
/1

207,376

91,336

67.

24;:q.

207.

A:47.

434,397

258,570

165,901

73 069

TOTAL 931,137

It

1Using FY78 data, it is estimated that 13,47. of 01. Tex0ook Accouftti expenditures are Used to pur ase texts in
other subjects, and .37. is used to-Rprchase workbooks. ThUs, 867. of the funds canJm asiumed to be us to purchase
hardcover and paperback texts in the basic subjects. Of this, an estimated 217. went\for the purchase Ofeaperbamks.

2An eStimated 207. 6f secondary eipenditures went for purchasing paperbacks. Foe all years except FY79, these must
be writaen off entirely. Por FY79, an additional 307. 'depreciation must be taken on the 207..of the total representing'
,paperba06. Thus, the additional deduction for Ii79 is 6%.

0

18

4. .

Vs.



Exhibit 19

Effects of IncIpdins Inventory Valuation
in Cost Estimate of Meetingihe

Proposed Standard

4

, .

Elementary

,
Preliminary

Cost Estimate'.
:

Of Needed Invento*\

*

,'

Present

nventory
Valuation2'

rf

.

Estimate of
Total Amount
Required

1,321,362

l,t

.

.

562,312 759,056

,

Secondary 3,923,480 931,937
..

2,991,543

.

TOTAL
.

5,244,842
.

,

1,494,249

.._ i
3,750,593

.

1See Exhibit 1.

2See Exhibit 2.

411,
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Value of Beginning Inventory
4

Depreciation on Beginning

Inventory
.

,

Addition to Inverqory -,....)1'

TOtal Cost by Year

Three-Year Average Cos4
,

Maintenance Cost :
Fourth Year and Thereafter . - -, - 1,363,660

Eichibit 20

Three-Year Plan to Reach Inventory Goal

ti

FY 1980 FY.1981 FY 1982

4

FY 1983

$1,494,249
i,

$2,744,447 $3,994,645 $5,244,843

388,505
,

7,13,557 1,038,608 1,363,660

1,250,198 11250,198' 1,250,198 - )

I

1,638,703 1,963,755 2,288,806 1,363,660

1,963?755 ! 1,963,755 1,963,755 -I.

TOTAL COST OF REACHING STANDARD - $5,891,265

FROJECTED FiVE -YEAR COST - $8,618,585

4"--)

1

-Note: These represent*Costs for reaching inventory goals for the basic academic subjects only.

These presently consume above po% oD the 01 Textbook Account.

51



Exhibit' 21

Four-Year nalti to .Reach Inventory Goal

FY 1980

r

FY 1981 FY 1982

\

FY 1983 .FY 1984

'or

Value of Beginning Inventory' $1,494,249 $2,431,897 $3,369,545 $4,307,193 $5,244,841
Depreciation on.Beginning

Inventory -\

388,505 632,294 876,082 1,119,870' 1463,659
,....Addition to Inventory 07,648 937,648 937,648 93l,648

Total Costby Year
1,326,153 1,569,942 1,813,730.. 2,057,,518 4363,659

Four-Year Average Cost 1,691,836 1,691,836 1,691,836 1,691,836
Mainteniance Cost

Fifeh Year.and Thereafter -

1,363,659

",,

A

TOTAL COST.OF REACHING STANDARD - $0767,344

PROJECTED FIVE-YEAR COST - $8,131j003

Note: These represent 'costs for reaching inventory goals fOr the baSic academic subjects only.
D These-presently conA4me above 90% of the 01 Textbook Account.

.1

4
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.Exhibit 22

4

Five-Year Plan to Reach, Inventory Goal
,

FY 1981 FY 1982 FY 1983

Vane of .Beginnfng Inventor? $1,494,249 $2,244,368 $2,994,487 $3,744,606
_ . .

Depretiation on Beginning
InVentory . 388,505 583,536 778,567 973,598

Addition to Inventpry 750,119 750,119 750,119 750,119

Total Cost bjr.COSt 1,138,6a4 '1333;655 1,528;686 1,723,717

Five-rear 'Average'- tOSt 1.,528,686 1,528,686 1,5'28,686 1,528,686

Mintenane Cost
Sixth-Year'afid -Thgreaftdr OM* 110

-

.11

84 n 1985

$4,494,725 $5,244,844

f.,168,629 1,3,63,660

750,119

1,918,748 1,363,660

1,528,686 4.1

( 1,363,669

TOTAL COST OF REACHING STANIMR11 - $7,643,430

PR9JECTED 'IVE-YEAR COST - $.7,643,430

,

. r..
...

., A

., ote:. -kn Aese represent costs ;for reaching inktory goals for the baisc.- -.
.Thet4e.presentlii-i.rofsume abovd'90% of the 01 Textbook Accountsct) -3- k .

;'1/4-=.,',,

,: .0) .,.N
- .

,

...--4 .

,
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;
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academic subjects orUy.
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As a' final note,'Exhibits 20, /1, and 22 also examine,the tOtal costs of
reaching and maintaining the standareoveF a five-yelp pekiod. Not
unexpectedly, the loviist total invest nt is ma4e.when five years are
allocated to meet the standard t at testal iviestment projected as

being.$7,643,430, paid out a the idte...of $1,528,686 for five years. These
figural; are therefore our be t estimate of the cosCof'meetin# the p oposed

\I

textbook sta0dard uding die ssumptions set forth in this report.

t'
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APPENDIX A

a

Results of Using a Different Standard for Defining Demand

*In the'previous section, three different assumptions relating to the
manner in which, demand would be define& for the purposes of the cost

lb analysis were discussed. The alternative which was selected, and which
was uaed in all of the analyses presented thus far, said the following:,

. . .

AssuK, for ci6afing purposes, that the average'number of different
Ao texts Iktudents are presently using in basic academic courses At
, the.best costing element to represent demand. For a class i.

,

. 4 studying a bas1.6 academic Subject,

DEMAND ... (0 OF BOOKS INDIVIDUAL STUDENT USES) x CLASS ENROLLMENT

( A potentially less costly alternative, which was rejected because it, 'was
felt that it might be counterproductive, was the following:

,

Assume, fOr costing'purposes, that each student should be
allocated one basic text per year (elementary) or per semester
(secOndary), in every major subject for his/her exclusive use.
Assume further that this'need not re the same text for every
student in a class.

While the use of this assumption was rejected, it was felt that it might
be interesttng to examine tne results It would yield.

.

This alteinative analysis is shown in Exhibit A-1. Use of this assumption

results in being able to meet the proposed standard--as modified by this
assumption--by expending approximately 1.1 million-dollars on a one-time
bAgis, and about $578,000 'per year thereafter. The total InventOry value
Wich must be.maintained is only $2,220,570, as compared to $5,24k,842.,
under the previous assumption. ,For all practical purposes,'this standard
has robably already been met in several basic academic subject matter

sr s
----........,1

. t

. '

. The purpose of presenting this alternative analysis is not to recominend
it. To the conErary, a rationale for not adopting it has aieady been
presented. However, it does provide a graphic illustration of the'manner

which competing assumptions can affect the ultiMate cost projectiOn:
drPor this reason, alone it is useful. Also, it might suggest a completely
different allocation standard, e.g., one calling for each student to have
an average of two, or even three, texts in ea major subject.

Also, we would warn that the textbook cost figures used in tilts exhib t
are a weighted average of the per unit costs of hardback and paperback
texts, respeclively. Thus, the analysis assumes that approximately 20
percent of the students in a given subject would'receive a paperback as
their mole text.

cfr
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Exhibit A-1 .=

Comparison of Outcomes
If a'Different Elemand Assuiption Was Used

Th-

_

SUBJECT Elementary
Coate Per Student

iSenior HighMiddle/Junior 'High

English/Language Arts
(includes Reading)

$ 3.70
100%

$ 2.13
107.9

$ 2.13
104%

Foreign Language
*..1,..

*
4

$ 5.36
100%

$ 5.91
, 49.4

,

$ 7.25
103.8%

$ 5.91
34.4

Social Studies

, 84.37.

1

Mathematic

_

.

$ 4.90
100%

e,

$ 7.81
96.1%

$ 7.81
,' 77.7%

t

.

Science $ 5.63
1.007.

.

$ 8.10
97.0%

$ 0.10
71.5%

TOTALS /.-- $ 0.53 $ 28.11 $ 22.22

PS FY80 rollmentHO En
ProjectiOns 45,817 4s-2:!95 31,334

Projected System Cost
(Valuation of Pres-
ent Inventory Not
Considered) ,

$ 894,806 $ 629,523

I

$ 10325,764

1$ 696,241

$..894,806

$ 2,220,570

- .

*

'$ weighted cost of purchasing an individual text (hardbacks and'paperbacks
ire weighted according to their relative use in the subject area)

% percent of studgpts enrolled in courses in subject area (may exceed 1001.)

Amount of inventory needed uSing alternative assumption

Valuation of existinginventory

Remaining inventory to be funded

Annual amount needed to maintain an inventory at.
$2,220,570 /

'V,220,570

, 494', 249

726,321

577,348

Note: These represent costs for reaching inventory goals,for the basic
academic subjects only. These presently consume about 907 of.the
01 Textbook Account.
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APPENDIX B

Summary of Review of Findings Presented in This Report

This report:was 4binitted for review to all members of the Administrative
Team and to Dr. G briel Massaro, Mr. Douglai Halli Mr. Mason Nelson, Mr. Anson

Wilcox, and Dr, orge Goldsmith. As a function of this review procese, a
numher,af-questions regarding the survey findings and assumptions used to
estimate projeWted coststwere raised. These questions and the responses
of the Department of Educational Accountability (DEA) are presented pelow:

Question #1: The data_in&Exhibit _1 suggest a surprisingly limited use of
hardback and paperback, books at the etementary level. Is use of textbooks
at this level soimehow undeAttimated?'

- DEA Response: The dEA is also surprise&by the figures for textbooks
usage at the'elementary level and shares the concern that the data may
represent at underestimate of usage in grades kindergarten through six.
There is, 'howler, no ready explanationfor why such an underestimate .

might have occurred. If these figures are too low, the consequence
.--v would be an increase in the projected costs presented in Chapter III.

OUestiOn #2: The 668.p vroiections assume that nd sharing of texts occurs.
--

This means that wpies of botih textk used-all year 1oniz and texts used for
a limited,amount of time during the schoot years e.go4 iwo-three months,

would be Provided to students for their exclusive use. .Is this.assumption
of no sharing Justified? 'Does its inclusion overly inflate the projected
costs of providing-needed texts?

4%.. DEA Response: As discussed in Chapter III, a number of alfernative
assamptions could have'been made regarding the sharing of textbooks.
'The assumption selected by DEA of no sharing of textbooks clearly
provides a higher estimate of the costs of meeting the proposed
standard than would other alternatives. However, if use Of the "no
Sharing" alternative did result in in overestimate of needs, it would
follow that the'average student-use figures presented in Exhibit' 3
would appear tp be suspiciously high. This ifs not the case. In fact,

as shown by the first comment, at the elementary level the estimate
appears to be suspiciously low. This can only lead us to assume that
when respondtng to the question "How many texts do,students in your
class typicatly uee in this subject?" most teachers did not include
_texts used for short amounts of time and therefore'amenable to sharing
with other teachers. ,Based on this, we do not feel that adopting the
no sharing" aSsumption seriously biased the results,upwards. However,

if requested to.do so, we can easity provide alterhatiye costings based
on other assumptions, e.g.', 10 percent Of the texts will be shared by
two classes, 20 peicent of the texts will be shared by three classes,
etc. -

Question #3: In qalculating the value of the present inventory, straigfAr
linkdepreciation rates were used for 411 stillitects. Is this straightline

approack the hest? Do ,textbooks in all-subjects depTeciate at the same rate?

IJ
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DEA Response: Other depreciatioh rates could have been used; and
these=ight have had significant impact on the cost estimate. We'con-
cur that some textbooks, e.g., literature texfs, might not become
out-of-date as rapidly as others such as science or social studies
texts. However, some.of the latter may be obsolete in less than the
five years allocated for hardbacks. Also, ve know that many paperbacks
do not last tor two years; and that many hardbacks are lost or
destroyed in lean than five years. Again, we stand.by our assumptions,
but are willing to cost out alternative depreciation assumptions.

Question #4: The projected cost estimates,do not tetiNg into account die
effects of declining. enrollment. Does this provide an overestimate of
1ong7tArm neee

DEA Response.: Two factors were ignored in developing the Prjected
cast estimates: dectiping enrollments and increasing extbook costs
due to inflation. The assrption was tacitly made that these would,
to at least 'some extent, cancel each other out. To the extent that
this assumption is incorrect, the cost estimates may be too high or
too low,, ,

Question #5: Xhe stddy does not'address either the philopOphical basis or
empirical soundness of adopting the standard that eabh child halm his/hek
own copy of the texts he/she uses in basic academic subjects, Is there
any evidence to show that any positive educational impact should be expected
from its adoption?

DEA Response: In initiating the textbook study, DEA attempted to
locate research on textbook usage relevant to possible relationships
between either funds allocated for textbooks or textbook usage and
achievement. Neither through searches of the ERIC system nor conver-
'sations wit ,experts in the field of education and curriculum
developme were We able to locate such studies. We therefore limited

1

odr analy es to describing current usage patterns and the projected
costs of 1meting the standard described above. We do not consider
these analyses to be an evaluation.of that standard from an educational ..

standpoint. Given the lack of relevant data on potential impact, the "

decision regarding either the advisatity or the cost-benefits of the
standard used here ft'is better -le t e judgment of policy makers
familiar with the needs of our school system.

a

Question #6: The study fails to address a number of important decisions
regarding alternative funds,allocation trategies fir meeting_ the defined
needs. For instance, could some of the costs for tex ooks be defrayed by
using monies from dhe instructional materials acco Do the projected
cost analyses assume that all schools will receive the same amount of money
regar4less of current need? Do the analyses imply that the same textbook
series should- be purchased for all students in a _given grade or sublect
matter?

DEA ResPonse: The questions regarding alternative funds allocation
strategies specified above are extremely important and will need to be
taken into account in developing strategies for filling current needs.
The repert by DEA does not address these issues. These questions are,
we feel, more appropriately the responsibility of administrators in
the school system.
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